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Sir: 



This is submitted in response to the Official Action dated November 22, 2006. 

Claims 1-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 or 35 U.S.C. §103 over Jones. The 
Applicant respectfully submits that the rejected claims are neither anticipated by nor obvious over 
Jones for the reasons set forth below. 

The rejection essentially relies on the proposition that Jones produces linear alkyl benzenes 
using similar reactants, under similar operating conditions as the Applicant. The conclusion in the 
rejection is that the Jones product would have similar selectivity to internal quaternary phenyl- 
alkanes and 2-phenyl-alkanes as claimed. 

Thus, the rejection is based on so-called "inherency" although that word is not explicitly 
used. In that regard, it must be remembered that the prior art relied upon in an inherency rejection 
must "necessarily" result in the claimed characteristic that is inherently the same as that of the 
rejected claim. It is not enough that the claimed characteristic "might be" present or "could be" 
present. It must "necessarily" be present. 

The Applicant respectfully submits that Jones does not meet the required inherency standard. 
This is because the teachings of Jones and those of the Applicant's Specification lead one skilled in 
the art to understand that the Applicant's claimed selectivity would necessarily be different from 
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